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Abstract 
The primary aim of every business organisation is to create satisfied customers. Not only because it leads to a 
secured customer base, but also because it leads to greater financial performance in the long term. This study 
investigated the connection between perceived justice initiatives and customers’ post-complaint satisfaction in 
the fast food industry in Port Harcourt, Nigeria. One hundred and eighty-five respondents who are patrons of 
forty fastfood firms participated in the study. The study collected data from the respondent through the use of 
questionnaire, while the hypotheses were tested using the spearman’s rank order correlation coefficient, relying 
on the Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) version 16.0. The study found positive and significant 
relationship between the three dimensions of perceived justice initiatives considered in the study and customers’ 
post-complaint satisfaction, with interactional justice showing the strongest relationship with customers’ post-
complaint satisfaction. The study concluded that effective and efficient service recovery programmes anchored 
on sound grasp of customers’ expectation will enhance customers’ post complaint satisfaction; and recommends 
that fastfood firms which seek to improve their performance through customers’ post complaint satisfaction 
should institute perceived justice initiatives through interactional justice, distributive justice and procedural 
justice. 
Keywords: Perceived justice initiatives, Distributive justice, Procedural justice, Interactional justice, Post-
complaint satisfaction. 
 
1. Introduction 
The increasingly enlightened and demanding nature of present day customers and the competitiveness of today’s 
marketplace have made it very challenging to satisfy today’s customer. Service deliveries never seem perfect to 
customer, as they term every deficiency or shortcoming in the service delivery process as a failure. With a view 
to ensuring that customers who perceive service failures are accorded the needed attention so as to ameliorate 
their feeling of angst and reduce their tendency to defect, firms have devised several schemes to ensure 
competent and holistic service recovery initiatives. 
Providing “zero-defect” service should be the desired objective of all service providers (Mannaa & 
Chaudry, 2013), but problems are unavoidable in the service industry mainly due to the unique characteristics of 
services (Bitner, 1993; Parasuraman et al., 1985). Even the most customer-oriented organization with the 
strongest quality programme is unlikely to be able to eliminate all service failures (del Río-Lanza, 2009). Hence, 
it can be argued that every organisation makes mistakes in meeting the expectations of today’s customers who 
tend to be more demanding and less loyal than ever before (Nikbin, et al, 2010); even as Keaveney (1995) aver 
that service failure and poor service recovery constitute major cause of dissatisfaction and customer defection.  
The underlying principle of the marketing concept is that firms must ensure customer satisfaction. 
Therefore, the full implementation of the marketing concept will require that firms strive to remedy customer 
dissatisfaction (Blodgett, 1994). Hence, the argument behind service recovery is the notion that if customers who 
experience service failures are not adequately assuaged, they may never return to the firm, and may become 
hostile (Anabila & Tweneboah-koduah, 2012). Typically, when a service failure occurs, the customer will expect 
to be compensated for the inconvenience in the form of any combination of refunds, credits, discounts or 
apologies. And where this expectation is not met, the firm stands not only to lose the customer but also referrals 
that may be made by that customer in the event of satisfactory service delivery and/or effective service recovery 
(Bendapudi & Leone, 2003). 
Modernization and globalization brought western styled delicacies into the fastfood industry in Nigeria; 
with its attendant professionalization and sophistication and proliferation of brands, a development that has 
engendered a robust and competitive industry where firms compete for brand recognition through aggressive 
marketing programmes. The increased competition in the fastfood industry has not only led to improvement in 
the quality of service delivery, it has also brought about comprehensive customer complaint handling. 
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In order to ensure that customers always have satisfactory experience, firms have devised several 
initiatives to put smiles on the faces of their customers. However, no effort of the company is good enough 
unless it gets the customers’ appreciation. Thus, it will be right to posit that the best way to gauge the efficacy of 
a service recovery effort is to view it from the customers’ perspective. Perceived justice is thus viewed as a key 
concept that explains the formation of customer evaluations of organizational responses to service failure 
(Sparks & McCally-Kennedy 2011; del Río-Lanza, et al, 2009; Shapiro & Neiman-Gonder, 2006; Mattila & 
Cranage, 2005; Writz & Mattila, 2004; Mattila, 2001; Kelly, et al, 1993). 
Consumers’ evaluation of their service encounters is usually influenced by their perception of justice, or 
whether they have been treated fairly (Teo & Lim, 2001). Fairness in recovery procedures through effective 
interpersonal communications and restitution often lead to post complaint satisfaction. Perceived justice is 
believed to be a strong factor in assuaging dissatisfied customer (Blodgett et al, 1995; 1997) and securing their 
continued patronage, even as proper post-complaint handling can influence perceived quality, improve service 
provision as well as impact on customer retention (Stauss & Schoeler, 2004). 
Scholars suggest that the theory of justice is based on a three-dimensional view of the concept of 
fairness and has evolved over time to include distributive justice (Deutsch, 1985; Homans, 1961), Procedural 
justice (Lind & Tyler 1988; Thibaut & Walker, 1975) and interactional justice (Bies & Moab, 1986; Bies & 
Shapiro, 1987; 1988). Even though these dimensions are correlated, they are accepted as distinct dimensions of 
the justice construct (Erdogan, 2002). Distributive justice refers to the perceived fairness of the actual outcome 
or consequence of a decision. Procedural justice refers to whether or not the procedures or criteria used in 
making the decision are perceived as being fair. Interactional justice deals with interpersonal behaviour in the 
enactment of procedure and delivery of outcomes. 
In view of the above, the current study intend to examine the connection between perceived justice 
initiatives and customers’ post complaint satisfaction; and to provide direction for the study, the following 
hypotheses are formulated: 
H01: There is no significant relationship between distributive justice and customers’ post-complaint 
satisfaction. 
H02: There is no significant relationship between procedural justice and customers’ post-complaint 
satisfaction. 
H03: There is no significant relationship between interactional justice and customers’ post-complaint 
satisfaction. 
 
2. Literature Review 
2.1 Perceived Justice 
Perceived justice is customers’ evaluation of the fairness of the service provider in handling or remedying 
complaints and objections arising from service encounters that fall short of customers’ expectation or 
companies’ promised standard. Extant literature in marketing identify perceived justice as a key concept in 
explaining the formation of customer evaluations of organizations’ responses to a service failure (del-Roi-Lanza 
et al, 2009; Shapiro & Neiman-Gonder, 2006; Matilla & Cranage, 2005; Wirtz & Matilla, 2004; Matilla, 2001; 
Sparks & McColl-Kennedy, 2001; Hoffman & Kelly, 2000), while Smith et al (1999) suggests that the fairness 
of the recovery procedures, the interpersonal communications and activities and the outcome are the primary 
antecedents of customer evaluations.  
Customers are central to the study and practice of marketing. However, much of how seller-customer 
relationship is formed and nurtured remains vague. Though relationship marketing literature has addressed the 
formation of relationships and the development of loyalty programmes (Mansfield & Warwick, 2000), very little 
is known about how these relationships are sustained and maintained. Trust building, complaint handling and 
conflict resolution are organisational initiatives aimed at maintaining seller-buyer relationships. When 
consumers experience satisfactory problem resolution, they tend to be more loyal than if they never experienced 
a problem; and this leads to greater profitability (Mansfield & Warwick, 2000). 
In as much as it is the aim of every firm to deliver services that are devoid of defects, service failures 
have become almost inevitable in all service contexts even for firms who offer world-class service systems 
(Zeithaml & Bitner, 2003); mostly due to differences in customers’ service expectations and the variable nature 
of services. The concept of perceived justice, originated from the social exchange theory (Adams, 1965; Blau, 
1964), and has been used to explain individuals’ reactions to multiple conflict situations (Gilliland, 1993; Lind & 
Tyler, 1988).  
The justice theory states that in every exchange that takes place, people weigh the inputs against the 
outcomes and compare them with those of others in similar situations (Adams, 1965). In the event that there is 
equality between them, the exchange is considered as fair, but if the outcomes do not meet with the person’s 
expectations, then this results in inequity (Nikbin, et al, 2010). Research on service recovery presents ample 
evidence of the suitability of the concept of justice as a basis for understanding the process of service recovery 
Journal of Marketing and Consumer Research                                                                                                                                  www.iiste.org 
ISSN 2422-8451 An International Peer-reviewed Journal 
Vol.14, 2015 
 
119 
and its outcomes (Smith et al, 1999; Tax et al, 1998; Blodgett et al, 1997; Goodwin & Ross, 1992).  
However, perceived justice as suggested by scholars is a multidimensional view of the concept of 
fairness and has evolved over time to include distributive justice (Deutsch, 1985; Homans, 1961), Procedural 
justice (Lind & Tyler 1988; Thibaut & Walker, 1975) and interactional justice (Bies & Shapiro, 1987; 1988). 
Distributive justice according del Río-Lanza (2009) refers to the assignment of tangible resources by 
the firm to rectify and compensate for a service failure. It is measured by justice, fairness, need, value and 
rewards of outcomes (Chebat & Slusarczyk, 2005; Wirtz & Mattila, 2004; Smith et al., 1999). In a service 
recovery context, it refers to the perceived fairness of the service recovery outcome (Nikbin et al, 2010; 
Holloway et al., 2009). Studies have provided ample evidence that perceived fairness of tangible outcomes have 
a positive effect on recovery evaluation (Hoffman & Kelly 2000; Smith et al., 1999; Boshoff, 1997; Goodwin & 
Ross, 1992).  
Nikbin et al (2010), citing del Río-Lanza (2009) state that procedural justice includes the methods a 
firm use to handle problems arising from service delivery in aspects such as accessibility, timing/speed, process 
control, delay and flexibility to adapt to the consumer's recovery needs. Davidow (2003) on the other hand 
suggest that procedural justice also involves policies, procedures, and tools that companies use to support 
communication with customers and specifically, the time taken to process complaints and to arrive at a decision. 
In service recovery context, procedural justice means the customer’s perception of justice for the several stages 
of procedures and processes needed to recover the failed service (Mattila, 2001). Procedural justice focuses on 
the way that the outcome is reached (Nikbin, et al 2010); and is further sub-dimensionalized into flexibility, 
accessibility, process control, decision control, response speed and acceptance of responsibility (del Río-Lanza et 
al., 2009; Tax et al., 1998; Blodgett et al., 1997; Thibaut & Walker, 1975). 
Interactional justice focuses on interpersonal interactions during the process of service recovery 
(Nikbin, et al, 2010). It means the evaluation of the degree to which the customers have experienced justice in 
human interactions from the employees of service organization during the recovery process (Sparks & McColl-
Kennedy, 2001). Sub-dimensions of interactional justice as revealed by previous studies are courtesy, honesty, 
offering explanations, empathy, endeavor, and offering apologies (Clemmer, 1988; Tax et al., 1998, McColl-
Kennedy & Sparks 2003; del Río-Lanza et al., 2009). ` 
 
2.2 Post-Complaint Satisfaction 
In marketing, customer satisfaction is a term used to measure the extent to which the value offerings of firms 
meet or exceed the expectation of their customers. Post-complaint satisfaction may thus be conceived as a 
measure of the extent to which the service recovery efforts of the firm meet or exceed the customers’ expectation 
and assuage their angst following service failure. In the view of Mansfield and Warwick (2000), post-complaint 
satisfaction is satisfaction after a problem with the service has occurred and the consumer has sought redress 
with the marketer (i.e. satisfaction after a problem-resolution experience). 
Service failures may upset or annoy customers. What actually causes customer dissatisfaction and 
complaint behaviour however, is failure to immediately and effectively address service failures (Chang, et al, 
2008). Customer dissatisfaction is especially heightened when there is a failure in the core service (Hoffman & 
Kelly, 2000). Core service failure is the main cause of customer defection and hostile behaviour. Thus, the 
objective of service recovery is to move a customer from a state of dissatisfaction to a state of satisfaction 
(Nikbin, et el, 2010). Ensuring that customers get fair treatment in the event of service failure does not only 
bring about post complaint satisfaction, it also induces loyalty behaviours. The effect of perceived justice in 
service recovery on customer satisfaction has been established by previous studies. For instance, Wirtz and 
Mattila (2004) indicate that recovery outcomes, procedures and interactional treatment have a joint effect on 
post-recovery satisfaction. 
Complaints handling must be constructive, positive and professional (Zairi, 2000), mainly because it 
can generate information for quality improvements and have a great impact on customer retention (Strause & 
Schoeler, 2004). Also, the benefits of regaining the confidence of service customers through effective complaint 
handling may outweigh the cost of doing so (Strause & Schoeler, 1999); since service recovery provides a major 
opportunity for organizations to generate satisfied customers. Mistakes and failures seem to be an inevitable part 
of a service delivery. Consequently, every opportunity an organization gets to create satisfied customers must be 
welcome (Johnston, 2001). 
Good service recovery initiative engenders customer post-complaint satisfaction, which influences long 
term customer loyalty. When customers get committed to a service provider, they are more likely to forgive a 
poor service experience (Priluck, 2003) and remain loyal to the service provider. Research shows that customers 
exhibit higher levels of trust and commitment when they are assuaged through adequate service recovery 
initiatives in the event of service failure, especially, if they have a relationship with the service provider (Priluck, 
2003). Such customer-service provider relationship can be represented by following a sequence that includes 
trust, which influences relational commitment, which in turn influences customer loyalty (Zamora, et al, 2004; 
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Vasques & Alonso, 2000). 
Every firm must continually explore better ways of serving their customers in order not to lose them to 
competitors.  Since competitors are always keen on attracting customers, the firm that does not look after its own 
customer will lose them to some other company which can attract them with cheaper and better offerings. Thus 
Verma and Kaur (2001) suggest that an understanding of the consumer complaining behaviour requires a 
continuous rationalization of the negative feedback, and criticism offered by the consumer, not only by carrying 
out sophisticated computerized analysis, but by contacting the dissatisfied consumer directly and asking him the 
reason for his grouse against of the company.  
 
3. Methodology 
The aim of this study is to find out the extent of relationship between perceived justice initiatives and customers’ 
post-complaint satisfaction in the fast food industry in Port Harcourt, Nigeria. The study adopted a descriptive 
research design, and employs the use of questionnaire as the means of data collection. The research setting is a 
non-contrived one and the researchers have no control over the research elements. A total of one hundred and 
eighty-five customers of forty fastfood firms in Port Harcourt participated in the study. 
The Respondents were approached in the various fastfood restaurants and were intimated of the aim the 
research, after appropriate introduction. All the respondents that participated in the study admitted that they have 
had service failure and recovery episodes with the fastfood firm in which they were approached. In responding to 
the questionnaire, they were required to indicate the extent to which items on the questionnaire describe possible 
scenarios they may have encountered, by ticking from 1-5 on a likert scale, where 1= negligible; 2= little; 3= 
moderate; 4= great; 5= very great. Data analysis was done using tables, frequencies, percentages and mean 
scores, while the Spearman Rank Order Correlation Coefficient (rho) was used to test the hypotheses at 0.05 
level of significance in a two-tailed test. 
 
4. Results 
Table 1: Correlation analysis of the relationship between distributive justice and post-complaint satisfaction 
Correlations 
   
Distributive Justice 
Post-complaint 
Satisfaction 
Spearman's rho Distributive Justice Correlation Coefficient 1.000 .874** 
Sig. (2-tailed) . .000 
N 185 185 
Post-complaint 
Satisfaction 
Correlation Coefficient .874** 1.000 
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 . 
N 185 185 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).   
Source: SPSS Output of Data Analysis on the Relationship between Perceived Justice Initiatives and Customer 
Post-complaint Satisfaction (2015) 
 
The table above presents the result of the test of Ho1. Based on the spearman’s rank order correlation coeficient 
(rho) of 0.874 generated by the test, this study infer that a very strong and positive relationship  exist between 
distributive justice and post-complaint satisfaction. Hence, the study rejects the null hypothesis and accept the 
alternate hypothesis, meaning that there is a significant relationship between the varibles. 
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Table 2: Correlation analysis of the relationship between procedural justice and post-complaint satisfaction 
Correlations 
   
Procedural Justice 
Post-complaint 
Satisfaction 
Spearman's rho Procedural Justice Correlation Coefficient 1.000 .769** 
Sig. (2-tailed) . .000 
N 185 185 
Post-complaint 
Satisfaction 
Correlation Coefficient .769** 1.000 
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 . 
N 185 185 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).   
Source: SPSS Output of Data Analysis on the Relationship between Perceived Justice Initiatives and Customer 
Post-complaint Satisfaction (2015) 
 
The spearman’s rank order correlation coefficient (rho) of the relationship between procedural Justice and post-
complaint satisfaction is estimated at 0.769. This value indicate that a strong relationship exist between the 
variables. The result is positive, which means that the relationship between procedural Justice and post-
complaint satisfaction is a positive one. 
 
Table 3: Correlation analysis of the relationship between interactional justice and post-complaint satisfaction 
Correlations 
   Interactional 
Justice 
Post-complaint 
Satisfaction 
Spearman's rho Interactional Justice Correlation Coefficient 1.000 .925** 
Sig. (2-tailed) . .000 
N 185 185 
Post-complaint 
Satisfaction 
Correlation Coefficient .925** 1.000 
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 . 
N 185 185 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).   
Source: SPSS Output of Data Analysis on the Relationship between Perceived Justice Initiatives and Customer 
Post-complaint (2015) 
The spearman’s rank order correlation coeficient (rho) produced by the test of relationship between interactional 
justice and post-complaint satisfaction is estimated at 0.925. This value is very high and means that a very strong 
relationship  exist the variables. The positive sign of this correlation coefficient result indicate that successful  
interactional justice from the firm will result to increased post-complaint satisfaction. Based on the foregoing, 
the study reject the null hypothesis and accept the alternate hypothesis. 
 
5. Discussion 
5.1 Distributive Justice and Post-complaint Satisfaction 
The test result of the relationship between distributive justice and customers’ post-complaint satisfaction 
produced a rho coefficient of 0.874** which is indicative of a positive and very strong relationship between the 
variables. This observation is in agreement with that of Nikbin et al (2010), Maxham and Netemeyer (2002) and 
Smith et al (1999) who found similar relationship in their various studies. This implies that distributive justice in 
its basic form involve devising new ways of improving the efficiency and productivity of the firm. Thus, the 
significant role of distributive justice in affecting customer post-complaint satisfaction would be supported by 
fair distributive treatment such as refunds, discounts etc. (Nikbin et al, 2010) that are important in putting smiles 
on the faces of customers. 
This observation is also consistent with that of Kim et al (2009) whose earlier findings show that 
distributive justice is one of the fastest instruments that can give an organization an edge in creating customer 
trust and commitment through post-complaint satisfaction.  
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5.2 Procedural Justice and Post-complaint Satisfaction 
The result of the test of relationship between procedural justice and post-complaint satisfaction indicates that the 
variables are positively correlated, and the correlation is also significant. This observation is made based on the 
rho coefficient of 0.769** produced by the test. This observation is coherent with the argument Sparks and 
McColl-Kennedy (2001) who posits that procedural justice influence customers commitment through post-
complaint satisfaction. This study believe that it is only satisfied customers that gets committed to a service 
provider, thus, in building trusting and committed service provider-customer relationships, the firm must ensure 
customer satisfaction through effective and efficient service recovery and complaint handling initiatives. 
The observation of this study indicates that successes achieved in terms of procedural justice can 
translate to higher repatronage rates and higher performance. This observation agrees with the findings of Chang 
et al (2008) del Rio-Lanza et al (2009), which supported the idea that procedural justice results to higher 
customer repatronage, which in turn influences marketing performance in terms of profitability.  
 
5.3 Interactional Justice and Post-complaint Satisfaction 
Based on the test result of the relationship between interactional justice and customers’ post-complaint 
satisfaction which produced a coefficient of 0.925**, the study inferred that a very strong and positive 
relationship exist between the variables. This finding is in consonance with the findings of Blodgett (1994), 
Blodgett et al (1995) and Blodgett et al (1997) whose earlier findings agreed that interactional justice influences 
post-complaint satisfaction and induces customers’ commitment and trust.  
Thus, a high level of interactional justice may hold the solution to most customer complaints, and can 
generate information that will lead to improved service delivery in the fast food industry. Through interactions, 
the firm’s service personnel can convince customers of their readiness to deliver needed services that suits the 
expectations of customers.  This position is supported by Mattila and Cranage (2005) whose findings challenged 
firms to always place emphasis on interactive justice as a means of achieving post-complaint satisfaction and 
commitment of customers. 
 
6. Conclusion and Recommendations 
In view of the result of test of hypotheses and the discussion presented above, this study aver that a significant 
and positive relationship exists between perceived justice initiatives and customers’ post-complaint satisfaction 
in the fastfood industry. It is thus concluded that effective and efficient service recovery efforts anchored on 
sound grasp of customers’ needs, matched with appropriate perceived justice initiatives will enhance customers’ 
post complaint satisfaction. This conclusion is reached in view of the observation that all the dimensions of 
perceived justice initiatives considered in the study have significant relationship with customers’ post-complaint 
satisfaction. 
Perceived justice, thus, has the potential to improve firms’ productivity efforts and increase 
organizational performance not only by having a satisfied, committed and loyal customer base, but also by 
gaining information from those customers that can be used to improve the value creation and delivery processes 
of the firm. 
The implication of this observation is that perceived justice initiatives when effectively implemented 
through interactional, distributive and procedural justice will benefit fastfood firms, and better their performance. 
The study therefore recommends that fastfood firms which seek to improve their performance through 
customers’ post complaint satisfaction should institute perceived justice initiatives through interactional justice, 
distributive justice and procedural justice, by adopting policies that encourage robust customer collaboration, 
customer satisfaction survey, and speedy responses to customer complaints as a means of reassuring customers 
of super value offering/service recovery.  
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Appendix 
 
Table 1: Items and scores on distributive justice scale 
 Response options and scale  
S/N Items 5 4 3 2 1 Total 
pj1 To what extent does this firm compensate 
customers for service failures 
35 
(19%) 
175 
65 
(32.4%) 
240 
30 
(16.2%) 
90 
40 
(21.6%) 
80 
20 
(10.8%) 
20 
185 
(100%) 
605 
pj2 To what extent does this firm give fair treatment to 
a customer who is a victim of service failure 
40 
(21.6%) 
200 
50 
(27%) 
200 
50 
(27%) 
150 
35 
(19%) 
70 
10 
(5.4%) 
10 
185 
(100%) 
630 
pj3 To what extent will you refer to this firm as “just” 
in rectifying service failure 
70 
(37.8%) 
350 
70 
(37.8%) 
280 
30 
(16.2%) 
90 
10 
(5.4%) 
20 
5 
(2.7%) 
5 
185 
(100%) 
745 
pj4 To what extent are you sure to be refunded by this 
firm in the event of service recovery? 
75 
(40.5%) 
375 
65 
(35.1%) 
260 
30 
(16.2%) 
90 
10 
(5.4%) 
20 
5 
(2.7%) 
5 
185 
(100%) 
750 
pj5 By your own assessment, to what extent does this 
firm empower its staff to handle customer 
complaints in the event of service failure? 
45 
(24.3%) 
225 
70 
(37.8%) 
280 
40 
(21.6%) 
120 
20 
(10.8%) 
40 
5 
(5.4%) 
5 
185 
(100%) 
675 
pj6 Based on your personal experience with this firm, 
to what extent will you rate them as fair in 
remedying failed services? 
45 
(24.3%) 
375 
60 
(32.4%) 
240 
40 
(21.6%) 
120 
30 
(16.2%) 
60 
10 
(5.4%) 
10 
185 
(100%) 
655 
 
 
Journal of Marketing and Consumer Research                                                                                                                                  www.iiste.org 
ISSN 2422-8451 An International Peer-reviewed Journal 
Vol.14, 2015 
 
125 
Table 2: Items and scores of on procedural justice scale 
 Response options and scale  
S/N Items 5 4 3 2 1 Total 
Pj7 To what extent do you think this firm adopts a 
defined method in handling service failure issues? 
25 
(19%) 
125 
30 
(16.2%) 
120 
40 
(21.6%) 
120 
45 
(24.3%) 
90 
45 
(24.3%) 
45 
185 
(100) 
500 
pj8 By your assessment, to what extent does this 
firm’s service recovery methods adequately 
recompense customers? 
15 
(8.1%) 
75 
20 
(10.8%) 
80 
40 
(21.6%) 
120 
60 
(32.4%) 
120 
50 
(27%) 
50 
185 
(100%) 
445 
pj9 To what extent do you appreciate the time this 
firm takes to process complaints and arrive at a 
decision? 
70 
(37.8%) 
350 
40 
(21.6%) 
160 
45 
(24.3%) 
135 
20 
(10.8%) 
40 
10 
(54%) 
10 
185 
(100%) 
695 
pj10 To what extent do you agree that this firm keeps 
their customers comfortable while processing their 
complaints? 
60 
(32.4%) 
300 
70 
(37.8%) 
300 
30 
(16.2%) 
90 
20 
(10.8%) 
40 
5 
(5.4%) 
5 
185 
(100%) 
715 
pj11 From your experience as a customer, to what 
extent is the time this firm takes to remedy failed 
service justifiable? 
30 
(16.2%) 
150 
35 
(19%) 
140 
20 
(10.8%) 
60 
50 
(27%) 
100 
50 
(27%) 
50 
185 
(100%) 
500 
 
Table 3: Items and scores on interactional justice scale 
 Response options and scale  
S/N Items 5 4 3 2 1 Total 
pj12 As a customer, to what extent do you agree that 
staffs of this firm are courteous when taking 
complaints from customers? 
35 
(19%) 
175 
45 
(24.3%) 
180 
70 
(37.8%) 
210 
25 
(13.5%) 
50 
10 
(5.4%) 
10 
185 
(100%) 
625 
pj13 Based on your encounters with this firm, to what 
extent do you agree that the firm exhibit politeness 
in resolving customer problems? 
40 
(21.6%) 
200 
45 
(24.3%) 
180 
70 
(37.8%) 
210 
20 
(10.8%) 
40 
10 
(5.4%) 
10 
185 
(100%) 
640 
pj14 To what extent do you believe that this firm treats 
you justly when you complain them about their 
services? 
30 
(16.2%) 
150 
40 
(21.6%) 
160 
60 
(32.4%) 
180 
45 
(24.3%) 
90 
10 
(5.4%) 
10 
185 
(100%) 
590 
pj15 To what extent do you feel that this firm interacts 
freely with customers in the process of handling 
complaints? 
50 
(27%) 
250 
40 
(21.6%) 
160 
40 
(21.6%) 
120 
30 
(16.2%) 
60 
25 
(13.5%) 
25 
185 
(100%) 
615 
Pj16 To what extent do you agree that this firm owns up 
and apologizes for service failures? 
70 
(37.8%) 
350 
70 
(37.8%) 
280 
30 
(16.2%) 
90 
10 
(5.4%) 
20 
5 
(2.7%) 
5 
185 
(100%) 
745 
 
Table 4: Items and scores on post-complaint satisfaction scale 
 Response options and scale  
S/N  Items 5 4 3 2 1 Total 
pcs1 To what extent does the service recovery effort of 
this service provider meet your service 
expectation? 
60 
(32.4%) 
300 
45 
(24.3%) 
180 
40 
(21.6%) 
120 
30 
(16.2%) 
60 
10 
(5.4%) 
10 
185 
(100%) 
670 
pcs2 To what extent do the service recovery initiatives 
of this service provider remedy your 
dissatisfaction following service failure? 
55 
(29.7%) 
275 
60 
(32.4%) 
240 
30 
(16.2%) 
90 
20 
(10.8%) 
40 
20 
(10.8%) 
20 
185 
(100%) 
665 
pcs3 What is the extent of your happiness after this 
service provider handled your complaint? 
40 
(21.6%) 
200 
50 
(27%) 
200 
40 
(21.6%) 
120 
35 
(19%) 
70 
20 
(10.8%) 
20 
185 
(100%) 
610 
pcs4 To what extent do you feel the recovered service 
measures up with the money and time you spent 
with this service provider? 
50 
(27%) 
250 
40 
(21.6%) 
160 
40 
(21.6%) 
120 
35 
(19%) 
70 
20 
(10.8%) 
20 
185 
(100%) 
620 
pcs5 To what extent are you likely to recommend this 
service provider to other customers? 
45 
(24.3%) 
225 
40 
(21.6%) 
160 
40 
(21.6%) 
120 
30 
(16.2%) 
60 
30 
(16.2%) 
30 
185 
(100%) 
595 
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